GENERAL COMMENTS
Thanks for the opportunity to review this paper summarizing the results from studies on the effectiveness of violence/injury observatories. I only have a few minor comments to strengthen the paper. Firstly, I would like to see a brief summary in the literature review describing the frequency, history and location (broadly) of violence/injury observatories across the world to establish the context for the effectiveness summary (for readers unfamiliar with these observatories a little bit of background would help set the scene). Secondly, I think more description is needed of the one paper where the homicide count increased after VIO implementation (Ventura 2012) to provide more explanation for this finding given the positive effect for other studies. Overall though, this is a very well written and interesting paper with minimal changes required for publication.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Intro Line 17-18 The public health approach actually has 4 elements, the first is defining the problem which requires data gathering and analysis , then defining risk factors, then developing and testing interventions and finally implementing them to scale to reach as many people as possible-you would be better to use the original WHO reference for this https://www.who.int/violenceprevention/approach/public_health/en/ the report is from 2002.
Discussion 27 comprise
An interesting paper well written and argued, the authors quite rightly point out that there is a paucity of information on the effect of violence and injury observatories and also that they may not in themselves be responsible for any effect but rather it may be the fact that they bring people together to implement initiatives which may be the drivers of change
REVIEWER
Gina Martin
University of St Andrews, UK Western University, Canada REVIEW RETURNED 21-Jan-2019
GENERAL COMMENTS
This paper systematically reviews the associations of violence and injury observatories with violence related injuries in a defined population. The authors review is strengthened by including no language restriction and the review was thorough with two researchers working independently on the extraction and quality appraisal. My main critique is that there is not enough information given in some aspects of the study which make it difficult to determine the appropriateness of the methods and draw conclusions of the results. I have highlighted where I feel more detail or justification is needed below: -The authors give the date of the observatory in their data extraction, however no date is given for the outcome. This is important as a time-lag may be present in the results and this is not reflected in the current extraction methodology or in the synthesis. -More detail should be given to instances where preintervention data were extrapolated, for instance the year(s). -Because there is a dearth of information about the observatories and surveillance systems that are included in the meta-analysis, it is difficult to know how homogeneous the studies are and thus limits the interpretation of the results. A narrative approach describing these systems and how they differ would also give useful information; particularly as many studies were excluded from the meta-analysis. The PRISMA diagrams state a qualitative synthesis was done but this is not presented in the results-rather a very short description of the studies not included in the meta-analysis is present under the heading 'narrative review'. Extracting important details describing the observatory or surveillance system could be added to table one. -
The authors state that the Cochrane handbook served as a reference to the methods employed in this study. This statement is not necessary; rather where the methods are described the Cochrane handbook should be referenced. -Was the only study languages found in the review English, Spanish and Portuguese? Could this be due to the databases chosen? This would represent a methodological consideration and the statement that no language restrictions exist would be incorrect. This just needs some clarification/consideration. This is touched on briefly in the weaknesses and conclusions but warrants more clarity. -On page eight it is stated that 5 reports met the inclusion criteria from Spanish databases but Figure two states 7. Figure two also shows 7 assessed at full text but 3 not included and 7 again for qualitative synthesis. There appears to be an error in this figure and/or the text on page s eight and nine. -On page nine, it is stated that the reasons for the 7 studies being excluded is given in table two, but 10 studies are given reasons for exclusion. -
The authors should consider the weights given to each study as the population is used as n rather than a sample of the population. These should be justified.
-
The results of the sensitivity analysis are not discussed - Table 4 is not referenced in the text. It is not clear if this is the results of the quality assessment. In summary, this systematic review has the potential to add to the evidence on violence reduction through the use of observatories. However, prior to publication I think more in-depth analysis, details of the observatories and surveillance systems, and clear justification of methods would strengthen this papers contribution to the literature. Additionally, attention is needed to describing the number of studies included and the quality assessment.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author:
Reviewer: 1 Reviewer Name: Kirsten Vallmuur Institution and Country: QUT, Australia
Please state any competing interests or state 'None declared': None declared Please leave your comments for the authors below Thanks for the opportunity to review this paper summarizing the results from studies on the effectiveness of violence/injury observatories. I only have a few minor comments to strengthen the paper.
1.
Firstly, I would like to see a brief summary in the literature review describing the frequency, history and location (broadly) of violence/injury observatories across the world to establish the context for the effectiveness summary (for readers unfamiliar with these observatories a little bit of background would help set the scene).
Text added to literature review describing the frequency, history and location of VIOs.
2.
Secondly, I think more description is needed of the one paper where the homicide count increased after VIO implementation (Ventura 2012) to provide more explanation for this finding given the positive effect for other studies. Overall though, this is a very well written and interesting paper with minimal changes required for publication.
Ventura 2012 further discussed in text under discussion section.
Reviewer: 2 Reviewer Name: Christine Goodall Institution and Country: School of Medicine Dentistry and Nursing, University of Glasgow Please state any competing interests or state 'None declared': None declared Please leave your comments for the authors below 1. Intro Line 17-18 The public health approach actually has 4 elements, the first is defining the problem which requires data gathering and analysis , then defining risk factors, then developing and testing interventions and finally implementing them to scale to reach as many people as possible-you would be better to use the original WHO reference for this https://www.who.int/violenceprevention/approach/public_health/en/ the report is from 2002. Referenced according to above link.
An interesting paper well written and argued, the authors quite rightly point out that there is a paucity of information on the effect of violence and injury observatories and also that they may not in themselves be responsible for any effect but rather it may be the fact that they bring people together to implement initiatives which may be the drivers of change Thank you. We trust that our paper will promote the conduct of studies with rigour, able to provide the information to enrich the anticipated update of this review within the near-term. This paper systematically reviews the associations of violence and injury observatories with violence related injuries in a defined population. The authors review is strengthened by including no language restriction and the review was thorough with two researchers working independently on the extraction and quality appraisal.
My main critique is that there is not enough information given in some aspects of the study which make it difficult to determine the appropriateness of the methods and draw conclusions of the results. I have highlighted where I feel more detail or justification is needed below:
The authors give the date of the observatory in their data extraction, however no date is given for the outcome. This is important as a time-lag may be present in the results and this is not reflected in the current extraction methodology or in the synthesis. 2. -More detail should be given to instances where pre-intervention data were extrapolated, for instance the year(s). Thank you for pointing out this omission. Two columns detailing the pre-data and period of observation following the introduction of the VIO are included in Table 3. 3.-Because there is a dearth of information about the observatories and surveillance systems that are included in the meta-analysis, it is difficult to know how homogeneous the studies are and thus limits the interpretation of the results. A narrative approach describing these systems and how they differ would also give useful information; particularly as many studies were excluded from the metaanalysis. The PRISMA diagrams state a qualitative synthesis was done but this is not presented in the resultsrather a very short description of the studies not included in the meta-analysis is present under the heading 'narrative review'. Extracting important details describing the observatory or surveillance system could be added to table one. Table one details the studies that made the narrative (qualitative) review (i.e. included studies that did not undergo meta-analysis) including Arnetz 2011; GM 2007; Garrib 2011; Mberu 2015; Ward 2002 and Zhang 2014. A section (three paragraphs) highlighting the salient features of these studies has now been included on page 15.
4.-
The authors state that the Cochrane handbook served as a reference to the methods employed in this study. This statement is not necessary; rather where the methods are described the Cochrane handbook should be referenced. Statement removed and methods referenced where appropriate.
5.-
Was the only study languages found in the review English, Spanish and Portuguese? Could this be due to the databases chosen? This would represent a methodological consideration and the statement that no language restrictions exist would be incorrect. This just needs some clarification/consideration. This is touched on briefly in the weaknesses and conclusions but warrants more clarity. Sentence added: Of all the studies retrieved by your search strategy, no language restrictions were applied and all studies eligible was included 7.-On page nine, it is stated that the reasons for the 7 studies being excluded is given in table two, but 10 studies are given reasons for exclusion. Text corrected, should read ten studies 8.-
The authors should consider the weights given to each study as the population is used as n rather than a sample of the population. These should be justified. This research aims to provide a country-wide context, and thus we feel, extrapolation using the population denominator is justified.
9.-
The results of the sensitivity analysis are not discussed Sensitivity results discussed under results section. Table 4 is not referenced in the text. It is not clear if this is the results of the quality assessment. In text reference added In summary, this systematic review has the potential to add to the evidence on violence reduction through the use of observatories. However, prior to publication I think more in-depth analysis, details of the observatories and surveillance systems, and clear justification of methods would strengthen this papers contribution to the literature. Additionally, attention is needed to describing the number of studies included and the quality assessment. Further detail regarding the meta-analysis procedure was added under the section: Data synthesis including assessment of heterogeneity. Sensitivity analyses paragraph was modified as per the concerns of the reviewer to indicate the nature of the sensitivity analyses performed. More detail on the results was included under "Overall Effect of Violence Interventions"
10-
